REMARKS 

This reply encompasses a bona fide attempt to address the rejections raised by the Examiner 
and presents amendments as well as reasons why the applicants believe that the claimed 
invention is novel and unobvious over the closest prior art of record, thereby placing the 
present application in a condition for allowance. 

Regarding Claim Status 

Claims 9-12 were examined. Claims 9-12 were rejected. Claims 9 -12 are amended herein. 
Support for these amendments can be found in the specification as filed, and contain no new 
matter. Claims 1-8 and 13-18 are cancelled herein. By this Amendment, claims 9-12 are 
pending. 

Regarding Objections to Drawings 

The Examiner contends that there are no labels for Figures 5C, 6A, 6B, 8A, and 8B. FIG. 5C 
has been replaced. The letter "C" has been added to the figure, and the caption has been 
corrected to correctly identify the figure as 5c. FIG. 6A, 6B and FIG. 8A and 8B appear to 
have appropriate labels. It is unclear what the Examiner is objecting to. 

Regarding 35 U.S.C. §112 Rejections 

Claims 9-12 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph. In particular, the 
Examiner states that the phrase "a 2-phase" is confusing because there is no definition as to 
what a "2-phase" defines and/or implies. The phrase "2-phase" has been eliminated from the 
claim. In addition, claim 2 has been amended to recite two steps: growing Parvocalanus and 
adding the Parvocalanus to the fish larvae. Support for this amendment may be found in the 
specification as filed, e.g. page 5, lines 11-13. 
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Regarding 35 U.S.C § 103 Rejections 

Claims 9-12 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zohar et al. 
(US6443097). The Examiner states that Zohar et al teach a marine aquaculture process for 
producing/growing fish under a controlled and biosecure environment. Thus, the Examiner 
suggests that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the process of Zohar et al to come up with the 
inventive process. Applicants respectfully submit that this is not the case. Zohar et al teach 
conditions for rearing fish larvae (see, e.g., abstract). In contrast, the present invention 
teaches a method of culturing copepods in a controlled environment, which are in turn fed to 
fish larvae (see, e.g., abstract). Copepods are a type of crustacean, not fish. As crustaceans 
and fish are only distantly related, applicants respectfully submit that it would not have 
obvious to modify Zohar, a method of fish culture, to achieve the present invention, a method 
of crustacean culture. Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that claims 9-12 are not obvious 
from Zohar and therefore should be allowed. 



10/678948 (7305) (OCI-101/US) 



4 



Reply 1 



Conclusion 



For the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that the invention as set forth in 
amended independent claim 9 that is patentably distinct, under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), from 
Zohar et al. Accordingly, claim 9 is submitted to be patentable and therefore should be 
allowed. Amended claims 10-12 are submitted to be patentable as they are dependent on 
independent claim 9. 

This Reply is submitted to be complete and proper in that it places the present application in 
a condition for allowance without adding new matter. Favorable consideration and a Notice 
of Allowance of all pending claims 9-12 are therefore respectfully solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Miriam Kaplan, Ph.D. Reg. No. 55,315 
Lumen Intellectual Property Services 
2345 Yale Street, Second Floor 
Palo Alto, CA 94306 
(O) 650-331-8417 (F) 650-424-0141 
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